understand, terms and definitions and interpreting them for the chemical community has been a long and interesting activity. The importance of using the correct word to describe accurately the concept that is in our mind cannot be overstated. We have an excellent example in the field of cultural heritage. Professor Melo has drawn our attention to the connotations of the use of the words 'destructive' (Portuguese destructiva; Italian distruttivo) and non-destructive, in relation to sampling for conservation purposes. The image of a rampant analytical chemist chopping up a priceless painting or statue in order to say what it is made of is not a pretty thought. Finding alternative terms (with translations) and then persuading the community to use those terms (and give up deprecated terms) is a task made easier when the terminology comes with the imprimatur of the world body IUPAC, and having been through the scrutiny of the process of publishing IUPAC Recommendations. I therefore invite the community of chemists working in conservation and heritage to work on a project that will give a comprehensive terminology for the field.
I have been interested to read all the articles in this special issue of PAC, in particular the work on conserving bronzes. Many years ago I was asked to analyse the washings of a campaign to clean two bronze equestrian statues 5 outside the Art Gallery of New South Wales in Sydney Australia. Close by Sydney Harbour, the marine atmosphere had created a patina of copper chloride salts (visible in the photograph) which it was deemed had to be removed. Glycine was being used and while the statues were looking cleaner we were monitoring the dissolution of significant amounts of copper. All went well however and happily the statues are still there. 
